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Mr. Baldwin served honorably in the 

U.S. Army from 1952 to 1955 during the 
Korean war. After the war, he pursued 
his lifelong project, the Baldwin Angus 
Ranch. Starting with 40 acres, the 
ranch now spans 620 acres and has 
taken the Florida Angus breed all over 
the world. 

Mr. Baldwin thanked God each and 
every day for the blessings his family 
and business enjoyed. 

God, family, and country are the 
words he lived by, words vitally impor-
tant to our Nation today. We have lost 
a true giant. 

Mr. Baldwin, may God bless you, 
your family, and thank you for what 
you have done for Florida and our Na-
tion’s agriculture. 

f 

PATHWAY OF DESTRUCTION 

(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, 
today, in the Senate, the other body, 
unfortunately, joined the pathway of 
destruction for most Americans and 
voted to repeal the Affordable Care 
Act. These are not my words, the path-
way of destruction, but is evidence 
what will happen to millions and mil-
lions of Americans. By repealing with-
out a replacement, which does not 
exist, insurance will be taken away 
from 32 million working families. Now, 
some 4 million uninsured children will 
have no insurance. 

Let me be very clear that many of 
these individuals do not have college 
degrees. Many of them, the voters of 
those who now will take the rein of 
government. Healthcare premiums will 
increase by 50 percent for millions of 
Americans. Hundreds of billions of dol-
lars will go to tax breaks for insurance 
companies while eliminating the tax 
credits and subsidies for millions of 
working families. 

It will take healthcare coverage 
away from millions of low- and mod-
erate-income Americans by cutting 
Medicaid, and it will close rural hos-
pitals and public hospitals that provide 
the lifeline for many Americans. It will 
cut off Federal funds for health care for 
women through Planned Parenthood. 
And yes, it will eliminate and have 
cuts in Medicare and Medicaid. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a pathway of dis-
aster. We should not repeal the Afford-
able Care Act. 

f 

STEMMING AVALANCHE OF 
REGULATIONS 

(Mr. MITCHELL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud that, in my first week as a Rep-
resentative of Michigan’s 10th Congres-
sional District, we have passed two im-
portant pieces of legislation to stem 
the avalanche of Federal regulations. 

The top concern I hear from employ-
ers of all sizes across my district is 

that regulation from Washington is 
making it harder for them to do busi-
ness. I spent my career in business, so 
I have firsthand knowledge of the dam-
age caused by excessive Federal regula-
tions. 

The Midnight Rules Act and the 
REINS Act will provide much-needed 
regulatory relief to families and busi-
nesses alike. Both pieces of legislation 
will make unelected bureaucrats ac-
countable to Congress. 

The American Dream is achievable, 
and, as the son of a General Motors 
line worker, my life is proof of it. But 
that dream is only possible when we 
give Americans the freedom they need 
to be successful and unleash their capa-
bilities in our economy. 

f 

TRAVEL TO CUBA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BANKS of Indiana). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of January 3, 2017, 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. SANFORD) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
this evening to talk about a bill that 
JIM MCGOVERN of Massachusetts and I 
have that we will be offering tomorrow. 
I think it is an important bill from the 
standpoint of advancing and perpet-
uating this American notion called 
freedom. It is a bill that had 130 spon-
sors in the last Congress. I am joined 
on the bill by TOM EMMER and Mr. POE 
and Mr. AMASH as original cosponsors 
as we drop the bill tomorrow. It is 
quite simply entitled the Freedom to 
Travel to Cuba bill. It does what the 
name suggests, to lift the current re-
strictions in encumbering Americans’ 
ability to travel to Cuba. 

Why is that important? 
I think it is important for a number 

of different reasons, first of which is 
tied to the basic, fundamental notion 
of American liberty. American liberty 
is built of many different things. The 
Supreme Court has actually deter-
mined that as real as what you choose 
to wear, what you choose to eat, or 
what you choose to read is this basic, 
fundamental right to travel. 

In the American system, we can trav-
el as we see fit. I can go here, I can go 
there. I am going to visit my grand-
mother in Des Moines, my cousin in 
Chicago. We choose without govern-
ment control and without government 
edict where we come and where we go. 
It is a far cry from what we saw in the 
former Soviet Union where you had to 
have your papers to determine where 
you could travel. 

I have a map of the globe here. Did 
you know that you or I could travel to 
any country on this globe except one? 
You or I could travel to North Korea. 
You or I could travel to Syria. You or 
I could travel to Iran. You or I could 
travel to Iraq. It may not work out 
well for you, it may not be the best of 
trips, but you or I could travel without 
government prohibition to any spot on 

this globe except one, and that one is 
Cuba. 

That may have made sense in 1960. 
For security reasons in the time of the 
cold war, it may have made sense to 
have that prohibition in place. But the 
question is: Does it make sense today? 
I don’t think it does for a whole vari-
ety of reasons. 

One, this is about the basic, funda-
mental American right of travel as we 
see fit, not as government sees fit. 

Two, this is about the American lib-
erty and this fragile notion of, if we 
don’t protect it, government tends to 
grow. Jefferson talked about this 
theme a long time ago. He talked about 
the normal course of things for govern-
ment to gain ground and for govern-
ment to yield. So if we don’t push 
back—and this is what the REINS Act 
was all about—if we don’t push back 
about the government edict or laws 
that have outgrown their usefulness, 
what we are doing is we are allowing 
government to encroach on this fragile 
notion of liberty. 

Fundamental to the notion of com-
mon sense is, if you tried something for 
50 years and it has not worked, may we 
not try something different? I was here 
in the 1990s. I signed onto Helms-Bur-
ton. But it didn’t work, and so we 
asked: Why not try something dif-
ferent? 

What Ronald Reagan proposed at the 
time of the Iron Curtain was for Ameri-
cans, kids with backpacks, to travel on 
the other side of that curtain. That 
personal diplomacy, that one-on-one 
diplomacy, would be key in bringing 
down that wall. That was the notion of 
engagement. 

So I think this is about saying Amer-
ican policy has been the excuse that 
the Castros have used for 50 years. We 
have almost the longest-serving dicta-
torship in the history of globe there 
with the Castro brothers. What was of-
tentimes the case is they would blame 
the blockade, the embargo, Americans’ 
inability to travel, whatever was going 
wrong with the country rather than 
simply addressing the real issue. The 
problem was communism and the way 
that it encumbers people and their 
hopes and their dreams. We gave them 
an excuse. So this is about pulling back 
the excuse and trying something dif-
ferent. It is about pushing back on a 
regulation that has not served its pur-
pose. 

Three, this is about engaging because 
that is part and parcel to American lib-
erty. You know, I don’t like some of 
the things that are going on in Russia. 
I don’t like some of the things that are 
going on in China. I don’t like some of 
the things that are going on in Viet-
nam. You can pick your country. But 
what we have chosen, as an American 
policy, is this notion of engagement, 
that we ultimately are going to be able 
to solve more by engaging with other 
countries. Again, that is why Ronald 
Reagan embraced it with countries of 
the former Soviet Union in helping to 
bring down that wall. So this is about 
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perpetuating the notion of engagement 
and government regulation. 

We have just passed the REINS Act, 
which is all about saying if something 
isn’t making sense, let’s peel it back. 
Let’s not have the fourth branch of 
government going out and perpet-
uating all kinds of regulations without 
them going through Congress. Yet, 
with regard to travel to Cuba, you have 
to sign an affidavit as to why you are 
going there. You have to keep receipts 
for up to 5 years proving where you did 
or didn’t spend money. If you fill out a 
form wrong, you can be subject to a 
$250,000 fine. Is that kind of regulation 
consistent with free travel that we all 
should enjoy as Americans? 

Finally, I think that this bill is 
about bringing about change to Cuba. 
My interest is not primarily about 
Cuba. My interest is about American 
liberty and the need to perpetuate 
American liberty. 

But one of the offshoots, one of the 
benefits is about bringing change to 
Cuba. Even the worst detractor of the 
bill, we are all about the same thing, 
which is bringing more freedom to that 
country and the 11 million people that 
make up that country. 

I think that allowing Americans to 
go there and to tell folks about what 
you are hearing from your state-run 
radio station or television station is 
not the truth, here is what is really 
going on. It is part and parcel to bring-
ing about a change in Cuba. It is part 
and parcel to eliminating the excuses 
that have been used by the communist 
regime there. It is continuing the 
theme of engagement that we have em-
ployed for more than 100 years. And 
most all, it is part and parcel to main-
tain this fragile notion of American 
liberty which always needs to be 
protected. 

b 2030 

If something has encroached upon 
American liberty, it is not about a tan-
gible result in the here and the now. It 
needs to be pushed back. So, fundamen-
tally, this bill is about those five dif-
ferent things. It is for that reason I 
would ask that viewers talk to their 
House or Senate Member and ask them 
to sign on to this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

f 

ISRAEL AND THE UNITED 
NATIONS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, today 
we took up what was intended to be a 
very noble action on H. Res. 11 to rein 
in the out-of-control and outrageous 
actions of so many despots that occupy 
positions of authority in the United 
Nations. The United Nations, whether 
you go back to Libya being in charge of 
human rights, you have U.N. troops 

molesting so many females. There are 
all kinds of problems that have been 
wrought, and yet the U.N. has the gall 
to continually show how bigoted it is 
and how anti-Jewish and anti-Israeli 
that it is. 

It is easy to find, if anyone bothers 
to check, that the United Nations 
never asked once for any other country 
to pony up land, much less demand 
that other countries like Jordan, who 
is a good friend of the United States, 
but the U.N. never said: Look, you are 
occupying this land that they call Pal-
estine, so you have to give it up. They 
never did until it was controlled by the 
Israeli people, thus making clear this 
is really a bigoted move by the U.N. to 
constantly slander and slam the nation 
of Israel. 

Also, if one wants to conduct another 
test to check to see how bigoted, if it 
is, the U.N. is, you could check on the 
condemnations by the U.N. for activi-
ties of Israel. Compare the facts of 
those activities and self-defense efforts 
by Israel and compare them to acts of 
other nations—the genocide, for exam-
ple, that even Secretary Kerry, as 
tough as it was for him to finally 
admit that there was a genocide of 
Christians going on in the Middle East. 

Is there any outrage by the U.N.? No. 
In fact, the U.N. head of the refugees 
who is now the U.N. General Secretary 
made clear about over a year and a half 
ago or so that the reason that they 
weren’t helping Christians to the ex-
tent that they were helping Muslim 
refugees is because of the historic im-
portance Christians have in staying 
where they were—that means where 
they are being murdered, where they 
are having their throats slashed, being 
crucified, tortured, raped, incinerated. 
The U.N. General Secretary, when he 
was in charge of the refugee program, 
thought it was very important to leave 
Christians in the Middle East so they 
can be murdered in some of the most 
heinous and egregious fashions imag-
inable. 

So it was just and proper, to borrow 
from history, that we condemn the 
United Nations Resolution 2334 as 
being an obstacle to peace in Israel. 
Palestinians have made clear they 
don’t want peace with Israel. They 
want it eliminated from the map. They 
name holidays, squares, and all kinds 
of things for people who go out and kill 
innocent Jewish children and others 
just for being Jewish. They reward the 
families of those who go and blow 
themselves up, killing, in atrocious 
fashions, innocent Israeli people. The 
United Nations turns a blind eye to it 
since the U.N. has become so racist, so 
bigoted, and so anti-Israel, the most 
antiterrorist country in all of the Mid-
dle East, including north Africa—al-
though Egypt is of great help in that 
regard these days, and there are those 
in Libya who would like to. But after 
President Obama helped turn Libya 
into absolute anarchy and chaos, then 
Egypt is having their problems even 
coming from Libya. 

What has the U.N. had to say about 
all that? Not really anything because if 
the Muslim Brotherhood supports it, so 
does, basically, the U.N., and far too 
often so has the Obama administration. 

That is why, I guess, Israel got the 
lecture from Secretary John Kerry. 
Secretary Kerry, even in the days when 
he talked about the heinous acts of 
Genghis Khan, never bothered to men-
tion the plight of the poor Palestinians 
before 1967 when they were under con-
trol of the most non-Israeli people you 
could imagine. There has been no dis-
cussion about that, only leveling really 
bigoted allegations at Israel. 

So we have H. Res. 11 today, and I 
was thrilled because it meant that I 
was going to be able to come to the 
floor and vote to condemn the U.N. 
passage of U.N. Security Council Reso-
lution 2334. 

Unfortunately, as some of my friends 
here in Congress have pointed out, I am 
a bit anal at times. I actually want to 
read the things that we are going to 
vote on. So I got my copy of H. Res. 11, 
immediately noting that, in the very 
first whereas, it says the United States 
has long supported a two-state solu-
tion. It does say ‘‘sustainable two-state 
solution.’’ It says: ‘‘Whereas since 1993, 
the United States has facilitated di-
rect, bilateral negotiations between 
both parties toward achieving a two- 
state solution . . . .’’ 

Well, it is the truth that President 
Clinton twisted the arm of the Israeli 
Prime Minister and convinced him to 
basically give Arafat almost every-
thing he wanted. Now, if you believe 
what Scripture says about Moses going 
and pleading to Pharaoh to let the 
Jewish people, the children of Israel, 
go, we are told that God hardens Phar-
aoh’s heart so that He could make a 
big demonstration of His power and 
glory down the road. Although there 
was suffering that came—great suf-
fering—ultimately, incredible miracles 
were performed as a result of his hard-
ened heart. 

I think it is likely that when Arafat 
got everything he wanted—almost ev-
erything he wanted—in the offer from 
Israel, I thank God that Arafat turned 
him down. For anybody that has been 
in the military and goes to Israel, you 
can see readily, if Arafat had accepted 
what the Prime Minister of Israel had 
been willing, finally, to offer, it would 
have virtually made Israel indefensible 
unless they were using nuclear weap-
ons or the threat of nuclear weapons. 

Israel needs to be able to defend 
itself. King David was ruling from He-
bron in the year around 1020 B.C. to 
around 1012 B.C. Then he moved, and he 
was ruling over Israel. What is now 
called the West Bank was actually 
called Israel—I mean, it was part of the 
nation of Israel. Solomon had control, 
but he did so from the City of David be-
cause that is where, up to Jerusalem, 
that David had moved the capital from 
Hebron, which is also where Abraham 
and Sarah are buried. 
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